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STATE OF lOWA

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

UTIUTIES BOARD

IN RE:

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS
CORPORATION, DOCKET NO. FCU-97-2

Petitioner,

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS. INC.,

Respondent,

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF THE
NHDWEST, INC.,

oocKE*r no. FCU-S7-3
Petitioner,

v.

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS. INC.,
and GTE MIDWEST INCORPORATED.

Respondents.
\

GRDER DISMISSWG COMPLAINTS

(Issued July 29 , 1997)

FROCEDURAL HISTORY

J

9

Q

On April 15, 1997. MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) tiled a

complaint with the Litiiities Board (Board), identified as Docket No. FCU-97-2.

v.
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I
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alleging the intrastate access charges of U S West Communications, Inc. (-Ll S West).

are excessive and unduly discriminate against irlterexchange coniers. On May 14,

1997, AT&T Communications of the Midwest. inc. (AT&T), tiled a similar complaint,

identified as Docket Na. FCU-97-3, against U S West and GTE Midwest incorporated

(GTE). The complaints ask the Board to reduce the amounts charged by u S West

and GTE for intrastate access. _

u S West tiled motions to dismiss each complaint. The Consumer Advocate

Division of the Department of Justice (Consumer Advocate) tiled separate responses

to each complaint stating there are no reasonable grounds to institute formal

complaintproceedings .and, therefore.the complaints should be reieaed. GTE mea

a motion to dismiss the complaint tiled in Docket No. FCLI-97-3.

AT&T1i!ed a motion to consolidate the two dockets. GTE objected to the

consolidation, arguing the factual circumstances between the two complaints are

different because U S West is a rate-regulated utility while GTE is price regulated

pursuant to lOWA CODE §476.97 (1897). Because U S West and GTE are both

named respondents to the complaint filed by AT&T, the Board will treat the dockets

as being consolidated for purposes of ruling on the motions to dismiss.

SUMMARY OF PARTIES' POSITIONS

The complaints, taken together. allege intrastate switched access rates

charged by U S West and GTE are unreasonable and in violation of lOWA CODE §
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476.3 (1997). MC! and ATaT argue the rates for these services should béteduced

to 'economic cost'which they define as the cost that an efficient, competitive Nm

would incur to produce a good or service- MCl and ATaT claim competition in long

distance markets will be promoted if access charges are reduced.

Addressing spedtically the complaint against GTE. both GTE and Consumer

Advocate argue because GTE is price regulated. price changes can be mandated

only by application of the statutory fomlula. lOWA CODE §476.97 (1997). The

parties note during the period of price regulation, Consumer Advocate is prohibited

from tiling a petition alleging excessive rates. lOWA CODE §47S.3(2) (1997).

Consumer Advt te, u S West, and GTE argue the complaints are a clear

attempt to involve the Board in "piece-meal" rate making. u S West also claims the

complaints are premature because the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)

has been reviewing the entire system of interstate access charges and universalI
e
I|
I
\
l service. In addition. U S West notes the Board has a pending proceeding examining

universal service issues.

Dxscusslon

GTE

Q

83

i

GTE is no longer rate regulated but is price regulated. During the time GTE Is

under price regulation, ll appears the only mandated reductions are those required

pursuant to the statutory formula. lOWA CODE § 476.97 (1997). The complaint

i
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against GTE is an attempt to circumvent the statutory mandates of price feguiation

by requiring even greater reductions and will be dismissed.

u SWEST

0

u S West is a rate regulated public uzimy under chapter 47S and the complaint

requests U S Wesl's rates be considered in a piece-meal fashion. The Board

generally disapproves of "piece-meal" rate making. In determining whether a rate-

regulated utility's rates are 'lust and reasonable," the Board examines a utility's

revenues and costs in their entirety, not just elated issues selected by the utilityor

another party to achieve a desired result If a utility. or any other party. has the

ability to force review cf rates an selected ensues, the Board would be inundated with

limited rate cases focusing upon just those issues that would either increase or

decrease rates without the ability to review the rates in the context of all revenues

and costs. Such limited rate cases are not a productive use of theBoard's, or

Consumer Advocate°s. resources. In addition.there needs to be some finality to the

Board's determinationart the reasonableness of rates.
Q

While the Board has under certain limited conditions engaged in piece-meal

rate making. this request does not make a case as an exception to the general

prohibition. §§§ Qffiqe qt GQHs1-'mer Adv<><?;+ev Iowa state Commerce CQmm'n-

4S5 N.W.2d 280, 282 (lowa 1891) (lists four conditions which a piece-meal rate

making request must generally meet). Access service is one of ire basic telephone

services. and the revenue impact, alleged to be in excess of sao million. is not
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lnslgnifrcant. in addition. there is no allegation the complaints were prompted by any

cost reduction beyond U s West's control. Finally. the Board believes a

determination of whether a rate for a basic service is just. reasonable, and

nondiscriminatory should be made in a full rate proceeding where a utility's entire

cost structure and rate design are examined.

The Board understands the industry is in a time of transmon and many of the

traditional rate-making concepts are either inapplicable or are under review.

However. u S West remains a rate~regulated entity and until that fad changes or the

legislature authorizes a different approach. the regulatory principles must be applied.

Access charges cannot be considered outside the context of a full rate review.

4

After examining the complaints, motions to dismiss; and all other pleadings

and documents contained in the record of Docket Nos. FCU-97-2 and FCU-97-3. the

Board finds there are no reasonable grounds to conduct further investigations of u S

West's aha GTE's access rates. S29 lOWA CODE §476.3(1) (1997). The

complaints will be dismissed.

ORDERING CLAUSES

IT IS THEREFQRE ORDERED'Lr

The motions to dismiss or reject complaints Need in Docket Nos. FCU-97-

2 and FCL!-97-3 by u S West Communications, mc., GTE Midwest Incorporated, and

the Consumer Advocate Division of the Department of Justice are granted.

1.
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2.

dismissed-

The complaints filed in Docket Nos. FCU-97~2 and FCU-97-3 ore

UTILITIES BOARD

-1

4

ATTEST:
\ ,

-4_/ \ /
Executive Secretary \

Dated at Des Moines, Iowa, this z9uh day of July. 1997.
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGJMN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMIS Slon

* =\= 1: ll *

In the matter of the application and complaint filed )
by MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
requesting a reduction in AMERITECH MICHIGAN's)
intrastate switched aoccss charges. I

Case No. U-11366

At the July31, 1997 meeting of the Michigan Public Service Commission in Lansing,

1VIi-'=*1iS*=1L

PRESENT: Hon. John G. Strand, Chairman
Hon. Cohn C. Shea, Commissioner
Hoe David A. Svanda, Commissioner

OPINION AND ORDER

1.

HISTORY OF PROCEEDINGS

On April 15, 1997, MCI Telecommunications Corporation (Mgr) 'filed an application and

complaint (complaint) in an e&lort to obtain a reduction in Ameritech Michigan' s intrastate switched

access charges to a level equivalent to the total service long Mn incremental cost (TSLRIC) and a

reasonable share of forward looking, economic shared and common costs.

On April 16, 1997, the complaint was served on Ameritech Michigan.

Pursuant to due notice, a prehearing conference was conducted on May 2, 1997 before Adnnin-

istrative Law Judge Daniel B. Nickerson, Ir., (ALJ). At the prehearing conference, petitions for

leave to intervene Bled by AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc., (AT8aT) and Attorney

General Frank J. Kelley (Attorney General) were granted. The prehearing conference was also

attended by representatives otlMCI, Ameritech Michigan, and the Commission Staff (Stan).

Q



On May 9, 1997, the ALJ conducted a hearing to address the merits of motion filed by

Ameritech Michigan that sought dismissal of MCG's complaint.

On May 20, 1997, the ALJ issued a Proposal for Decision (PFD) that recommended that MCI's

complaint be dismissed. Exceptions to the PFD were Bled by MCI, AT8aT, and the Attorney

General. A reply to exceptions was ilea by Ameritech Michigan.'

H.

POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES

In support of its motion to dismiss, Ameritech Michigan argued that, given the Commission's

past rulings on access charges, the subject matte ofMCI's complaint is premauire. Because the

Michigan Telecommunications Act <m'rA), 1991 PA 179, as amended by 1995 PA216,

MCL 484.2101 et seq., MSA 22. 1469(101) et seq., permits Arnent'ech Michigan until January 1,

2000 to phase 'm the restiumuriing omits mes, it maintained that MCI's complaint is not appropriate

for the wholesale review and reduction of Ameritech Michigan's intrastate switched access charges.

Ameritech Michigan also contended that its access charges are both lawful and reasonable because

they mirror rateS that have been approved by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) for

interstate access.

In response, MCI argued that Ameritech Michigan should not be permitted to block an

evidentiary hearing to determine whether Ameritech }michigan's access charges should be reduced.

According to MCI, Ameritech Michigan has not shown that MCI's complaint raises no genuine

issue ofmaterid fact or fails to state a claimupon which relief may be granted. Further, MCI

argued that its complaint satisfies the requirements of Section310(2) of MTA, which specifically

authorizes a provider to seek a determination Hom the Commission in the event that an agreement

O11 July 11, 1997, AT&T and MCI ilea a join motion eeeidng resunnpiion of the contested case hearing. (Jr July 18, 1
rites: Michigan ilea a response to the joint motion Because the relief requested in the joint motion filed by AT&T and M
icamed entirely on a stanitory provision ooncaning the Commissdods authority to prwmulgare uniform 511118 standards that
Ted by 1995 PA216, the Commission'finds that the argunaenis contained in joint motion have no malt.

Page 2
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cannot be reached regarding the appropriate level of anaccess rate. Additionally, MCI maintained

that in is only shelfing a reduction of Ameritech Michigan's access rates to a reasonable level, not a

restructuring ofsuoh rates pursuant to Section 304a of the MTA. Finally, MCI argued that the

Commission should not defer determination of the issues presented by its complaint pending the

FCC's review of interstate access rates, as requested by Ameritech Michigan.

AT8aT and the Attorney General supported MCI's position that Ameritech Miohigarfs motion

to dismiss should not be graluted. The Stat& t̀ook no position on the issue.

111.

PROPOSAL FOR DECISION •

In his PFD, the ALl agreed with Ameritech Michigan that the issues :deed by MCI's complaint

arepremature. Citing the Commission's Decennher 7, 1995 order in Case no. U-10852 and the

May 10, 1996 order in Case No.U-I1039, the ALJconcluded that the issues raised byMCI's

oomplsinx will not be ripe until Ameritech Michigan conupletes its rateresw in5which must be

Finalized prior to January 1, 2000.

iv.

EXCEPTIONS

In their exceptions, MCI, AT&T, and the Attorney General argue that Ameritech Michigan' s

motion to dishness should not be granted MCI maintains that the ALTs determination that

dismissal omits complnini is required by Section 304a is inconsistent vvixh three other sections of the

MTA Acoord i to MCI, Section 204 of the MTA provides for the Commission to resolve

disputes between providers regarding regular telecommunication issues. Additionally, MCI

stresses that Section 20S(2) allows the Commission to require changes in how a telecommunication

service is provided init finds that the conditions for the service violate the MTA or are adverse to

The StaEldid not file any azceptionsto the PFD.

Page 3
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the public interest. Finally, MCI points out that Section 310(2) explicitly allows a provider to apply

to the Commission in the event that it has an irreconcilable dispute with another provider regarding

an access rate.

MCI also argues that the rationaleof theCommission'sDecember7, 1995 order in CaseNo.

U-10852, which involved an effort by AT8rT to reduce Ameritech Michigan's intrastate access

charges, does not support the PFD. According to MCI, .Ameritech Michigan's position in Case No.

U-10852 constitutes the first round of continuing shell game designed by Ameritech Michigan to

solidity its incumbent monopolist position Moreover,MCI insists tlisrtany similarity between the

issues presented by this case and those raised in Case No. U-10852 should not preclude MCI firm

having the right to present evidence in support omits allegations that Ameritech Michigan access

charges are excessive and should be reduced. MCI stresses that the telecommunication industry is

rapidly evolving and that the evidentiary record presented in Case No. U-10852 contained none of

the information Nom Ameritech Michigarfs initial restructuring (Case No. U-11039) or Ameritech

Michigan's most recent TSLRIC proceeding (Case No.U-11280).

Additionally, MCImaintains that, because there is no requirement that Michigan's intrastate

access rates mirror the FCC's interstate access rates, Mae is simply no justification for the PFD's

suggestion that the Commission defer action on MCI's complaint until the FCC completes its

pending review of interstate access rates. Indeed, MCI suggests that the time has arrived for the

Commission to end the practice of establishing intrastate access rates through the mirroring of

interstate rates.

Finally, MCI argues that its complaint is unrelated to and should not be controlled by

Ameritech Mielligan's rate restructuring activities. M C I insists that the sole focus of this

proceeding is Ameritech Michigan's access rates. Accordingly, MCI contends that Ameritech

Michigan's Section 304a authority to take until January 1, 2000 to restructure its rates does not

support the dismissal of the complaint.

r

Page 4
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Citing R460.17513 of the Commission's Rules ofPraclice and Procedure (Rule 513), AT&T

insists that Ameritech Michigan has failed to establish any of the four grounds for granting a motion

to dismiss. AT8cT points out that Ameritech Michigan did not challenge MCI's standing to request

a reduction in access charges and has not questioned the Commission's jurisdiction to grant such a

request Fuurtlnier,AT&T insists that even a cursory review of MCI's complaint clearly reveals that

MCI has stated a prima fade case upon which relief can be granted and that it has complied with

the CommissioNs rules regarding the content of formal complaints. Accordingly, AT&T insists

that Ameritech Michigan's motion to dismiss should be rejected because none of the four bases for

dismissal under Rule 513 are applicable to this case.

AT8cT also argues that the ALJ's decision to rely on R 460.17323 of the Comrnission'sRu1es

otlPractice and Procedure (Rule 323) as abasis for dismissing MCI's complaint should be rejected.

According to AT&T, the PFD clearly foaiscs its recommendation upon policy reasons that are

grounded upon prior Commission rulings, rather than on whether MCI's complaint states a claim

upon which relief can be granted. AT&T maintains that nothing in the Commission's December 7,

1995 order in Case No. U-10852 shouldpreclude MCI from challenging the unreasonableness of

Ameritech Michiganfs access rates. Further, arguing that it has been demonstrated in Case No. U-

11280 that all of Ameritech Michigan's services are ctrrrendy priced above dieir corresponding

TSLRIC, further I`€sill1cul11"iI1g of Ameritech Micbiga.nls rates pursuant to Section 304a of the MTA

is now moot. In any event, AT&T insists that MCI should have the right to bring its access rate

dispute to the Commission's attention pursuant to Section 310 of the MTA regardless of the status

of Ameritech IvEchigan's restructuring of rates pursuant to Section 304a. Finally, AT&T supports

MCI's contention that access rate revision in Michigan should not be delayed by the FCC's ongoing

restructuring of interstate access rates.

The Attorney General argues that the AL] erred in concluding that AmeritechMichigan's

authority to restructure its rates pursuant to Section 304a constitutes a basis for the summary

dismissal of MCI's complaint. According to the Attorney General, the issues raised by MCI's

Page 5
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complaint are ripe for timely consideration by the Commission and clearly involve a claim upon

which reliefmaybe granted, Moreover, he insists that the FCC's efforts to reform interstate access

rates do not preclude the Commission's review of MCI's complaint. Accordingly, the Attorney

General contends that this proceeding should go forward so that the majority of the . .

telecommunication wstomers in this state will have an opportunity to obtain relief from the

payment ofunnecessaxily high intrastate access charges.

v.

REPLY TO EXCEPTIONS

Ameritech Michigan contends that the ALJ properlyrecommendedthat MCI's complaiNt be

dismissed. Ameritech Michigan asserts that MCI has conveniently overlooked Section 205 of the

MTA, which provides the Commission with discretioNto dmpiy dismiss any complaint that it finds

does not merit iiirtha investigation or an evidentiary hearing. Indeed, Ameritech Michigan argues

that if the Legislature intended to give a party an absolute right to have its complaint resolved by

the Commission, it would have drafted Section 205 with mandatory, not permissive, language.

Ameritech Michigan also contends that MCI's complaint is tantamount to a request that

Ameritech Michigarfs access rates be reduced in a fashion that clearly amounts to a Section 304s

rate restructuring. Because Section 304a ecplicitly grants Ameritech Michigan until January 1,

2000 to determine how and when each of its rates will be restructured, Ameritech Michigan asserts

that the ALJ properly dismissedMCI's complaint. While acknowledging that an application for

resolution of an isolated rate dispute that is Sled pursuant to Section 310(2) would be appropriate

in a situation where two providers cannot agree on a single rate, Ameritech Michigan argues that

Section 304a governs any proceeding designed to bring about a sweeping restructuring of access

rates. Accordingly, Ameritech Michigan insists that MCI should not be permitted to circumvent the

rate restructuring provisions embodied 'm Section 304a by arguing that its attempt to bring about a

complete restructuring of Arneritech Michigan's accessmes is covered by Section 310(2)

Page 6
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Ameritech Michigan also maintains that the ALJ properly relied on the December 7, 1995 order

in Case No. U-10852 'm recommending dismissal of MCI's complaint. According to Ameritech

Michigan, the Commission's decision in Case No. U-10852, which dismissed a complaint by AT&T

to reduce Ameritech NEchigan's access rates, completely supports the recommendation in the PFD.

Moreover, given the recent FCC action regarding interstate access reform and the restructuring of

access charges that will result &omtheFCC's May 7, 1997 order,' Ameritech Michigan argues that

it would be entirely appropriate for the Commission to await completion of the FCC's restructuring

eHlorts before emenaining MCI's complaint

Further, while acknowledging that there is no requirement that its intrastate access rates mist

mirror the FCC's interstate access rates, Ameritech Michigan nevertheless stresses that the 4

Commission's May 28, 1986 or'da° in Cases Nos. U-8083, U-8084, and U-8os5 cited several

reasons why the mirroring of federal rates was reasonable. Because the Commission previously

determined that the mirroring of access rates is reasonable, Ameritech Michigan asserts that it is

important for the Commission to understand what the FCC is doing at the federal level before

ordering changers in access rates at the state level. Indeed, Ameritech Michigan argues that

interstate and intrastate telecommunication services do not eudst in isolation and that many of the

same fadlides are used and that the same costs are incurred to provide access. Moreover, if this

matter were allowed to proceed, Ameritech Michigan insists that the parties would likely be

required to retile testimony and to relitigate issues every time more information comes available

from the FCC. Further, according to Ameritech Michigan, if the Commission does not await

completion of the FCC's restructuring of interstate access rates, any changes ordered by the Com-

mission would probably be in e&lect for only one or two months before the sweeping reforms being

implemented at the federal level become elective. Accordingly, Ameritech Michigan insists that

the ALJ properly determined that going forward with MCI's complaint at this time would amount

Fm; Report and Order, cc Dockets Nos. 96-262, 94-1, 91-213, and 95.72, (BCC 97.153) May 7, 1997.

Page 7
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tn a waste of everyone's time and resources.

VI.

DISCUSSION

The Commission finds that the issues presentedby MCI's coinnplainrc should not be addressed at

this mc. Michigan's statutory scheme regarding the establishncxcnt of access charges is quite clear.

The initial responsibility for determining intrastate access rates lies with the provider of such

services. MCL 484.23 lO(2); MSA 22. 1469(310)(2). In setting access rates, the provider must

adhere to two statutory restn'ctions. First, intrastate access rates shall not exceed interstate access

rates approved by the FCC. MCL 484.2310(2), MSA 22.l469(310)(2). Second, access rates shall

not be less than the provider's TSLRIC by January 1, 2000, MCL484.2304a;

MSA 22.1469(304a). However, by agreement of two or more providers, an access rate may be set

at a level that is less than the rare allowed by the FCC. MCL484.2310(2); MSA22.1469(310)(2).

Only if an agreement cannot breached onarate, may a provider apply to the Commission

pursuant to Section 204 of the MTA for a determination of the appropriate rate. MCL

484.2310(2); MSA 22. 1469(310)(2) .

MCI's complaint alleges that, despite the fact that Ameritech Michigan's intrastate access rates

do not exceed federally approved access rates in accordance with MCL 484.2310(2),

MSA 22.1469(3 l0)(2), they are nonetheless unreasonable and excessive. The Commission

recognizes that there is room under Sections 204, 205(2), and310(2) of the MTA for MCI to argue

that ArnaiteehMichigan's access rates are too high. However, the Commission agrees with the

ALL and Ameritech Michigan that it is not appropriate at this time to address MCI's contentions.

In its December 7, 1995 order 'm Case No. U-10852, the Cononnission concluded that it would

be prudent to await Ameritech Michigan's restructuring before considering a similar request by

AT8cT to order reductions in access rates below federally-mirrored tarim. Moreover, in its May

10, 1996 order in Case No. U-11039, which approved Ameritech Michigarfs rate restructuring

Page 8
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application for its basic local exchange services, the Commission found that, through passage of

Section 304a of the MTA, the Legisianire had authorized Ameritech Michigan to determine when

its access rates would be restructured, although such rate restructuring must be completed by

January 1, 2000. ' .

It is also well established that the FCC is currently 'm the process of revamping interstate access

rates. In so doing, the FCC has indicated that it intends to "eliminate some of the distortions that

have characterized the access charge system for over a decade." FCC, 97-158, 1]42. Further, in

ordering substandai reductions in thecharges for usage-rated interstate access services, the FCC

stated that its actions would move access charges "a long way towards their forward-looking cost

levels." FCC, 97-15s, 143. 4

I n determining that it should reduce usage sensitive interstate access charges by phasing out

local loop and other nonittmaffic sensitive (NTS) costs firm those charges and by directing incumbent

local exchange coniers to recover those NTS costs through more economically effective, flat-rated

charges, the PCC also indicated that it would rely on emerging competition in local

telecommunication markets due to the present t availability of accurate forward-looldng models

for determining the economic cost ofproyiding access service.'

Accordingly, the Commission is persuaded that it is both prudent and consistent with the intent

of the MTA to defer consideration of the issues raised by MCg's complaint until the effects of

Arnaitech Michigan's Section 304a rate restructuring, the 1*CC's access rate initiative, and the

emergence of competition in the local telecommunication market place are better understood.

Because Ameritech Michigan is required by MCL 484.23 l0(2); MSA 22. 1469(310)(2) to reduce its

intrastate access rates to the extent that the FCC determines interstate access rates should be

reduced any delay in considering the issues raised in MCI's complaint will be mitigated by

reductions in intrastate access rates required by the MTA. Therefore, the Commission concludes

Due to the existence of signiiicanMjoinz and common mosts, the FCC beiierved that the development of a reliable cost model c
a year or more to complete. FCC 97-158, 1145 .

Page 9
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klan MCI's complaint should be dismissed.

The Commission FINDS that:

a_ Jurisdiction is pursuant to 1991 PA 179, as amended by 1995 PA216, MCL 484.-2101

et seq.;M S A zz 1469(101) Hz seq., 1969 PA 306, as amended, MCL 24.201 et seq.,

MSA 3.560(l01) et seq.; and the Commission's Rules ofPracti.ce and Procedure, as amended, 1992

1\ACS, R 460.17101 et seq.

b. MCI's complaint should be dismissed.

THERBFQRE, IT IS ORDERED that the application and complaint filed by MCI Telecom-

municarions Corporation requesting a reduction in Amcdtech Michigan's intrastate switched access

charges is dismissed.

The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue further orders as necessary.

Any party desiring to appeal this ondermust do so in the apynvpriwte eoaatwithin 30

days age, issuance and notice of this order, pursuant to MCL 462.26; MSA 2245.

MICHIGAN PUBLICSERVICE COMMISSION

<
is/ John G. Strand
Chairman

(SEAL)
Is/ John C. Shea
Commissioner

/'

Isl David A. Shanda
Commissioner

By its action ofluly31, 1997.
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/of Dorothv Wiseman
Its Executive Secretary

4

I

Page ll
U~l 1366



4
¢

.1 s U 4-*
a *
1

\

b. MCI's complaint should be dismissed.

THEREFORE, TT IS ORDERED that the application and complaint filed by MCI Telecom-

munications Corporation requesting a reduction 'm Ameritech Michigan's intrastate switched access

charges is dismissed.

The Commission reserves jurisdiction and may issue fiizrther orders as necessary.

Any party desir'mg to appeal this order must do so in the appropriate court within 30 days alter

issuance and notice of this order, pursuant to MCL 462.26, MSA 22.45 .

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

Chgjjfman

Commissioner

Commissioner

By ins action ofluly 31, 1997.

Its Executive Secretary
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requesting a reducion in AMZERITECH MICHIGAN's
intrastate switched access charges.

In do matter of the application andcomplaintBled )
by MCI TELECOMJVIUNICATIONS CORPORATION)

)

Case No. U-11366

Sueszested IvfnuQ:

"Adopt and issue order dated July31, 1997 dismissing the complaint filed
by MCI Telecomrnudcations Corporation requesting a reduction in
Ameritech Ivfichiga.n's imrastaxe switched access charges, as set forth in the
order."

f


